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A. Rebuttal to CCC

No adjustment is required for remote QFs. CCC proposes a special adjustment for remote QFs serving a local load should be rejected.  The special fix addresses a problem where there is no evidence that such a problem exists.  CCC’s workshop statement postulated a situation that may have required a special adjustment: that where a remote QF and remote loads were in approximate balance.  In that situation, the assumption that load is proportionately distributed in GMMs would indeed overstate the GMM adjustment applicable to that remote QF.  

As CCC’s testimony states, the example of U.S. Borax was used at the line loss workshop, for it was the example raised in CCC workshop comments.  The U.S. Borax example showed the situation CCC postulated did not represent load conditions.  Furthermore, Edison indicated that it could find no example where there was an approximate balance of QF and load.  

There is another QF near U.S. Borax, such that there is a substantial excess of generation over load in that area.  CCC inexplicably fails to account for that additional QF, other than mentioning that there is one.  For any sort of special adjustment to be considered, there should be a demonstration that the adjustment is actually needed.  In order to do so, CCC would need to consider the load-QF situation as it is, and not ignore the nearby large QF. 

B. Rebuttal to Caithness Energy, L.L.C.

Caithness Energy testimony is replete with problems: the imprecise use of language, the lack of empirical data in support of the criticisms it levels, the thoroughness of reasoning, and adherence to the process provided for in this proceeding. The introduction states that it opposes the use of GMMs based on five principles.  Any statement in principle is entirely absent from the five sentence fragments which follow. “Principle” is defined as “an accepted rule of action or conduct.” Caithness cites PURPA requirements, but does not develop a statement of principle in the introduction that is an accepted rule of action.

In Section II, Caithness argues that PURPA regulations do not permit the calculation of line loss saving based on pool-based, short-run marginal losses.  The applicable provision of PURPA, cited by Caithness, does not mention long or short-term at all.  The Caithness argument that “…line loss savings should be evaluated in terms of the long-run marginal costs of replacement power…” is just that, an argument.  Yet, Caithness somehow transforms its argument into a PURPA requirement. Caithness puts forward no method for making its interpretation of PURPA real, much less a practical measure that can be implemented. 

 Section III, comments on the line loss workshop, should be given no weight.  The procedural schedule in this proceeding clearly provided for comments on the workshop.  For whatever reason, Caithness did not participate in the workshop, nor timely comment on the results.  Caithness missed its chance to make such comments, and those comments should not be considered here. 

In that comment section, Caithness casts aspersions upon SDG&E’s study of QF line losses.  Caithness provides no basis for its assertion that the study did anything other than compare QFs with nearby SDG&E operation.  ORA understands the SDG&E study to be based on SDG&E’s service territory.  Caithness criticizes the report for “…the assumption that SDG&E-area generators deliver power throughout California (page 5).”  Caithness provides no support for this off-base criticism.

Section V of Caithness testimony is entitled “The Available Alternatives.”  The most significant aspect of this section is that it absolutely fails to identify any alternatives.  Caithness lists some overall questions, which it does not even begin to try to answer.  That same section goes on to argue that based on how the system is currently used, transmission losses are likely to have increased since the 1980s.  This line of argument is problematic for two reasons.  First, it is very likely that Caithness could have developed some data that allows this issue to be addressed empirically, rather than speculatively. Secondly, to the extent that Caithness assertions that there are systemically higher line loadings are correct, the system as a whole is affected.  Caithness certainly has not demonstrated that QFs are exempt from that systemic increase in line losses.

Caithness concludes that “…existing calculations of avoided line losses comply with federal law…(page 10)”  This statement is unwarranted and extremely puzzling in light of Caithness’ earlier admission that its witnesses have minimal familiarity with the existing calculations: “The report states that the current TLF (transmission loss factor) values are based on the assumption that QFs do not generate losses.  We were not involved in defining the current TLFs, and therefore we cannot assess the accuracy of that statement (page 4).”
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